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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This application has been returned from the Board of Appeals, All previous rejections 
were reversed by the board and thus are withdrawn. 

2. The prosecution is reopened in this application in order to set forth double patenting 
rejections in view of patents that issued during the prosecution of this application. 

3 . An attempt was made to contact the attorney of record by telephone to resolve this issue, 
but that attempt was not successful. 

Double Patenting 



4. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed, 
Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970);and, In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969), 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 
CFR 3.73(b). 

5. Claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 39, 40 and 41 are rejected 
under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable 
over claims 1-14 of U.S. Patent No. 5702901. An obviousness-type double patenting rejection is 
appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but an examined application claim not 
is patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined claim is either 



anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 
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140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 
2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985). Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. Most of the 
limitations of the rejected claims are recited within the claims of the '901 patent. Limitations 
that are not specifically recited in the claims are addressed 

(a) Instant claim 1 is drawn to a composition which comprises primers specific for hCMV 
DNA in particular, and claim 1 of the '901 patent is drawn to primers specific for only "target 
DNA" (see section (a) of both claims). However, claim 6 of the '901 patent specifically 
discloses hCMV DNA as one of the species that the first and second primers are hybridizable to. 

(b) Instant claim 1 recites "each of said first, second, third, and fourth primers being 
present in the same amount within the range of from about 0. 1 to 2 jiimolar.'' Dependent claim 3 
of the '901 patent recites that the primers is present at a concentration of at least about 0.075 
jimolar which is within the range recited in instant claim 1 when 0.075 is rounded to 0.1. 
Furthermore, the portion of specification of the '901 patent that supports the recitation of the 
primer concentration teaches that primer concentrations are preferably within the range of from 
about 0.1 to 2 iLimolar (Col 12, lines 40-41). Thus, this limitation of instant claim 1 cannot be 
considered patentably distinct over claim 3 of the '901 patent when there is a specifically recited 
embodiment of the '901 patent that would anticipate claim 1. Alternatively, this limitation of 
instant claim 1 cannot be considered patentably distinct over claim 3 of '901 when there is a 
specifically disclosed embodiment in '901 that supports claim 3 of that patent and falls within 
the scope of claim 1 herein because it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the method of claim 3 by selecting a specifically disclosed embodiment that 
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supports that claim, i.e., the primer concentrations in the range of 0. 1 to 2 nmolar disclosed in 
'901 . One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because that 
embodiment is disclosed as being a preferred embodiment within claim 3. 

(c) Claim 1 herein recites a thermostable polymerase present at at least 10 units/100 |Lil. 
Dependent claim 3 of the '901 patent recites a thermostable polymerase present at from about 0. 1 
to about 5 0 units/ 1 00 jul. Furthermore, the portion of specification of the ' 90 1 patent that 
supports the recitation of the thermostable DNA polymerase concentration teaches that 
polymerase concentrations are preferably at least 10 units/100 |li1 (Col. 12, lines 39-40), Thus, 
this limitation of instant claim 1 cannot be considered patentably distinct over claim 3 of '901 
when there is a specifically disclosed embodiment in '901 that supports claim 3 of that patent 
and falls within the scope of claim 1 herein because it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of claim 3 by selecting a specifically disclosed 
embodiment that supports that claim, i.e., the polymerase concentrations of at least 10 units/100 
1^1 disclosed in '901. One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this 
because that embodiment is disclosed as being a preferred embodiment within claim 3. 

(d) Claim 5 herein recites that the first and second primers of claim 1 have the same 
length in the range from 20-30 nucleotides. This limitation is not particularly recited in the 
claims of the '901 patent, but is contained within their scope. The portion of the specification of 
the '901 patent that supports the recitation of the primers teaches that they are preferably the 
same length in the range from 20-30 nucleotides (Col. 6, lines 1 1-12). Thus, this Umitation of 
instant claim 5 cannot be considered patentably distinct over the claims of '901 when there is a 
specifically disclosed embodiment in '901 that supports the claims of that patent and falls within 
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the scope of claim 5 herein because it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the method of the claims by selecting a specifically disclosed embodiment that 
supports that claim, i.e., primers of the same length in the range from 20-30 nucleotides 
disclosed in '901 , One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this 
because that embodiment is disclosed as being a preferred embodiment within at least claim 1. 

(e) Claims 39 and 40 herein recite particular primers and capture probes that are not 
specifically recited in the claims of the '901 patent. The portion of the specification of the '901 
patent that supports the recitation of the primers and probes teaches these probes as being 
specific embodiments usefial within the instant invention (Col. 8, primer sets 10 and 1 1 and Col. 
10, SEQ ID NO: 8, 49, 50, and 12). Thus, these limitations of instant claims 39 and 40 cannot be 
considered patentably distinct over the claims of '901 when there is a specifically disclosed 
embodiment in '901 that supports the claims of that patent and falls within the scope of claims 
39 and 40 herein because it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the method of the claims by selecting a specifically disclosed embodiment that supports 
that claim, i.e., compositions that contain the recited primers and probes. One having ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because that embodiment is disclosed as 
being a preferred embodiment within at least claim 1. 

The limitations of the remaining rejected claims are found within the claims of the '901 
patent. Claims 19, 20 and 41 recite that the separate sets of primers are stored separately in the 
composition. This limitation is obvious in view of the disclosure of the '751 patent because the 
ordinary practitioner would have been motivated to separately store primers to different target 
organisms to facilitate ease of use when combining reagents in a multiplex reaction. With regard 
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to the kit claims of the instant application, these are obvious over the '901 patent for the same 
reasons as addressed for the composition claims. 



6. Claim 37 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of U,S. Patent No. 5811295. An obviousness-type 
double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but an 
examined application claim not is patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the 
examined claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). 
See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 
1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from 
each other. Claim 1 of the '295 patent contains all of the limitations of instant claim 37 except 
that instant claim 37 requires "at least one of said capture probes being specific for and 
hybridizable with hCMV DNA." The portion of the specification of the '295 patent that supports 
Claim 1 of that patent teaches capture probes drawn to hCMV DNA (Example 5). Thus, this 
limitation of instant claim 37 cannot be considered patentably distinct over the claims of '295 
when there is a specifically disclosed embodiment in '295 that supports the claims of that patent 
and falls within the scope of claim 37 herein because it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of the claims by selecting a specifically disclosed 
embodiment that supports that claim, i.e., probes to hCMV DNA in '295. One having ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because that embodiment is disclosed as 
being a preferred embodiment within at least claim 1 . 
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7. Claims 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 30, 3 1, 33, 35,36, and 42 are rejected under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-14 of 
U.S. Patent No. 6174668. An obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where 
the conflicting claims are not identical, but an examined application claim not is patentably 
distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined claim is either anticipated by, or 
would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F,3d 1428, 46 
USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 
1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985). Although the conflicting 
claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. Most of the limitations 
of the rejected claims are recited within the claims of the '901 patent. Limitations that are not 
specifically recited in the claims are addressed 

(a) Instant claim 22 is drawn to a method for the amplification and detection of hCMV 
DNA in particular, and claim 1 of the '668 patent is drawn generally to methods for the 
amplification and detection of target DNA (see at least preamble of both claims). However, 
claim 12 of the '668 patent specifically discloses hCMV DNA as one of the species that the first 
and second primers are hybridizable to. 

(b) Instant claim 22 recites "each of said first, second, third, and fourth primers being 
present in the same amount within the range of from about 0. 1 to 2 |umolar." Dependent claim 
13 of the '668 patent recites that the primers is present at a concentration of at least about 0.075 
jiimolar which is within the range recited in instant claim 1 when 0.075 is rounded to 0. 1 . 
Furthermore, the portion of specification of the '668 patent that supports the recitation of the 
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primer concentration teaches that primer concentrations are preferably within the range of from 
about 0. 1 to 2 fimolar (Col. 12, lines 40-41). Thus, this limitation of instant claim 22 cannot be 
considered patentably distinct over claim 13 of the '668 patent when there is a specifically 
recited embodiment of the '668 patent that would anticipate claim 22, Alternatively, this 
limitation of instant claim 22 cannot be considered patentably distinct over claim 1 of '668 when 
there is a specifically disclosed embodiment in '668 that supports claim 1 of that patent and falls 
within the scope of claim 22 herein because it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the method of claim 22 by selecting a specifically disclosed 
embodiment that supports that claim, i.e., the primer concentrations in the range of 0. 1 to 2 
[imolar disclosed in '668. One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do 
this because that embodiment is disclosed as being a preferred embodiment within claim 3. 

(c) Claim 22 herein recites a thermostable polymerase present at at least 10 units/ 100 jxl. 
Dependent claim 13 of the '668 patent recites a thermostable polymerase present at from about 
0.1 to about 50 units/100 \il Furthermore, the portion of specification of the '668 patent that 
supports the recitation of the thermostable DNA polymerase concentration teaches that 
polymerase concentrations are preferably at least 10 units/100 jxl (Col. 12, lines 39-40). Thus, 
this limitation of instant claim 22 cannot be considered patentably distinct over the claims of 
'668 when there is a specifically disclosed embodiment in '668 that supports claim 1 of that 
patent and falls within the scope of claim 22 herein because it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of at least claims 1 and 13 by selecting a 
specifically disclosed embodiment that supports that claim, i.e., the polymerase concentrations of 
at least 10 units/100 |li1 disclosed in '668. One having ordinary skill in the art would have been 
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motivated to do this because that embodiment is disclosed as being a preferred embodiment 
within claim 1 and 13. 

(d) Claim 22 herein recites that the priming and extension are carried out at the same 
temperature within the range of from about 62 to about 75^ C and carried out within 120 seconds. 
Claim 7 of the '668 patent recites that priming and extension are carried out at the same 
temperature within the range of from 62 to 75^ C. The claims of the '668 patent do not 
specifically recite that the priming and extension are carried out within 120 seconds. The portion 
of the specification of the '668 patent that supports the recitation the length of the priming aiid 
extension steps teaches that they are preferably from about 1 to 120 seconds (Col. 14, lines 40- 
45). Thus, this limitation of instant claim 22 cannot be considered patentably distinct over the 
claims of '668 when there is a specifically disclosed embodiment in '668 that supports the claims 
of that patent and falls within the scope of claim 22 herein because it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of the claims by selecting a specifically 
disclosed embodiment that supports that claim, i.e., to carry out the priming and extension step 
within 120 seconds. One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this 
because that embodiment is disclosed as being a preferred embodiment within at least claim 22. 

(e) Claims 22 herein recite a capturing step that is recited in claim 8 of the '668 patent. 

(f) Claim 42 herein recites methods which utilize specific capture probes and primers 
that are not recited in the claims of the '668 patent. However, the portion of the specification of 
the '668 patent that supports the recitation of the primers and probes teaches these probes as 
being specific embodiments useful within the instant invention (Col. 8, primer sets 10 and 1 1 and 
Col. 10, SEQ ID NO: 8, 49, 50, and 12). Thus, these limitations of instant claim 42 cannot be 
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considered patentably distinct over the claims of 668 when there is a specifically disclosed 
embodiment in '668 that supports the claims of that patent and falls within the scope of claims 
42 herein because it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the method of the claims by selecting a specifically disclosed embodiment that supports that 
claim, i.e., compositions that contain the recited primers and probes. One having ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated to do this because that embodiment is disclosed as being a 
preferred embodiment within at least claim 22. 

The limitations of the remaining rejected claims are found within the claims of the '668 

patent, 

8. Claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 39, 40 and 41 are rejected 
under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable 
over claims 1-14 of U.S. Patent No. 5733751. An obviousness-type double patenting rejection is 
appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but an examined application claim not 
is patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined claim is either 
anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 
140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 
2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985). Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. The '571 
patent sets forth methods for preparing a reaction mixture. The '571 patent does not specifically 
set forth compositions comprising the reaction mixture or kits comprising the reaction mixture, 
but in light of the methods of making the reaction mixture, these kits and compositions are prima 
facie obvious, because the practice of the method of the '571 patent will result in the 
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compositions claimed herein. Most of the limitations of the rejected claims are recited within the 
claims of the '75 1 patent. Limitations that are not specifically recited in the claims are addressed 

(a) Instant claim 1 recites that the composition is buffered at a pH of about 7 to about 9, 
and the claims in the '75 1 patent are silent as to the pH of the reaction mixture made by the 
method. However, the portion of the specification that supports methods for making reaction 
mixtures demonstrates making reaction mixtures buffered to a pH of 8 (Col. 22, Example 4). 
Thus, this limitation of instant claim 1 cannot be considered patentably distinct over claim 1 of 
'751 when there is a specifically disclosed embodiment in '751 that supports claim 1 of that 
patent and falls within the scope of claim 1 herein because it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of claim 1 by selecting a specifically 
disclosed embodiment that supports that claim, i.e., preparing the reaction mixture at a buffered 
pH of 8 as disclosed in '75 1 . One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
do this because that embodiment is disclosed as being a preferred embodiment within claim 1 . 

(b) Furthermore, instant claim 1 is drawn to a composition which comprises primers 
specific for hCMV DNA in particular, and claim 1 of the '751 patent is drawn to primers specific 
for only "target DNA" (see section (a) of both claims). However, the portion of the specification 
that supports methods for making reaction mixtures demonstrates making reaction mixtures 
hybridizable to hCMV DNA (Col. 22, Example 4). Thus, this limitation of instant claim 1 
cannot be considered patentably distinct over claim 1 of '751 when there is a specifically 
disclosed embodiment in '75 1 that supports claim 1 of that patent and falls within the scope of 
claim 1 herein because it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the method of claim 1 by selecting a specifically disclosed embodiment that supports that 
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claim, i.e., preparing the reaction mixture at comprising primers for hCMV DNA. One having 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because that embodiment is 
disclosed as being a preferred embodiment within claim 1. 

(c) Instant claim 1 recites "each of said first, second, third, and fourth primers being 
present in the same amount within the range of from about 0. 1 to 2 |imolar." Claim 1 of the '75 1 
patent is silent with respect to the concentration of primers in the reaction mixture. The portion 
of specification of the '751 patent that reaction mixtures teaches that primer concentrations are 
preferably within the range of from about 0. 1 to 2 |umolar (Col. 12, lines 40-41). Thus, this 
limitation of instant claim 1 cannot be considered patentably distinct over claim 1 of '751 when 
there is a specifically disclosed embodiment in '751 that supports claim 1 of that patent and falls 
within the scope of claim 1 herein because it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the method of claim 1 by selecting a specifically disclosed embodiment 
that supports that claim, i.e., the primer concentrations in the range of 0. 1 to 2 jimolar disclosed 
in '75 1 . One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because that 
embodiment is disclosed as being a preferred embodiment within claim 1, 

(d) Claim 1 herein recites a thermostable polymerase present at at least 10 units/ 100 jiiL 
Claim 1 of the '75 1 patent recites a thermostable polymerase present at from about 0. 1 to about 
50 units/100 |j.l. Furthermore, the portion of specification of the '751 patent that supports the 
recitation of the thermostable DNA polymerase concentration teaches that polymerase 
concentrations are preferably at least 10 units/ 100 ^1 (Col. 12^ lines 39-40). Thus, this limitation 
of instant claim 1 cannot be considered patentably distinct over claim 3 of '751 when there is a 
specifically disclosed embodiment in '751 that supports claim 1 of that patent and falls within 
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the scope of claim 1 herein because it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the method of claim 1 by selecting a specifically disclosed embodiment that 
supports that claim, i.e., the polymerase concentrations of at least 10 units/ 100 |iil disclosed in 
'75 1 . One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because that 
embodiment is disclosed as being a preferred embodiment within claim 1. 

(e) Claim 5 herein recites that the first and second primers of claim 1 have the same 
length in the range from 20-30 nucleotides. This limitation is not particularly recited in the claim 
of the '75 1 patent, but is contained within their scope. The portion of the specification of the 
'75 1 patent that supports the recitation of the primers teaches that they are preferably the same 
length in the range fi-om 20-30 nucleotides (Col. 6, lines 11-12). Thus, this limitation of instant 
claim 5 cannot be considered patentably distinct over the claim of '751 when there is a 
specifically disclosed embodiment in '75 1 that supports the claims of that patent and falls within 
the scope of claim 5 herein because it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the method of the claims by selecting a specifically disclosed embodiment that 
supports that claim, i.e., primers of the same length in the range from 20-30 nucleotides 
disclosed in '75 1 . One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this 
because that embodiment is disclosed as being a preferred embodiment within claim 1 . 

(f) Claims 7 and 8 herein recite particular organisms that the primer pairs of the 
composition are targeted for. These organisms are not particularly recited in the claims of the 
'751 patent but are specifically disclosed embodiments in the methods of making reaction 
compositions, as the specification of the '751 patent specifically teaches that pairs of primers to 
these species are preferred (see at least the examples). Thus, claim 1 of the '75 1 patent cannot be 
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considered patentably distinct from claims 7 and 8 herein because it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of the claims by selecting a specifically 
disclosed embodiment that supports that claim, i.e., primers specific to the particular organisms 
recited in the examples disclosed in '751. One having ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do this because that embodiment is disclosed as being a preferred embodiment 
within claim 1 . 

(g) Claims 1 1 and 12 herein recite that the primers are labeled with binding moieties, in 
particular biotin. These organisms are not particularly recited in the claims of the '75 1 patent but 
are specifically disclosed embodiments in the methods of making reaction compositions, as the 
specification of the '751 patent specifically teaches that pairs of primers should be labeled with 
biotin (CoL 16, lines 26-37). Thus, claim 1 of the '751 patent cannot be considered patentably 
distinct from claims 1 1 and 12 herein because it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the method of the claims by selecting a specifically disclosed 
embodiment that supports that claim, i.e., label the primers with biotin as is disclosed in '75 1. 
One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because that 
embodiment is disclosed as being a preferred embodiment within claim 1 . 

(h) Claims 39 and 40 herein recite particular primers and capture probes that are not 
specifically recited in the claim of the '75 1 patent. The portion of the specification of the '75 1 
patent that supports the recitation of the primers and probes teaches these probes as being 
specific embodiments useful within the instant invention (Col. 8, primer sets 10 and 1 1 and Col. 
10, SEQ ID NO: 8, 49, 50, and 12). Thus, these limitations of instant claims 39 and 40 cannot be 
considered patentably distinct over the claim of '751 when there is a specifically disclosed 
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embodiment in '751 that supports the claims of that patent and falls within the scope of claims 
39 and 40 herein because it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the method of the claims by selecting a specifically disclosed embodiment that supports 
that claim, i.e., compositions that contain the recited primers and probes. One having ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because that embodiment is disclosed as 
being a preferred embodiment within claim 1 . 

The limitations of the remaining rejected claims are found within the claims of the '751 
patent. Claims 19, 20 and 41 recite that the separate sets of primers are stored separately in the 
composition. This limitation is obvious in view of the disclosure of the '75 1 patent because the 
ordinary practitioner would have been motivated to separately store primers to different target 
organisms to facilitate ease of use when combining reagents in a multiplex reaction. With regard 
to the kit claims of the instant application, these are obvious over the '751 patent for the same 
reasons as addressed for the composition claims. 



9. Claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 30, 
31, 33, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40, 41, and 42 are rejected for double patenting. 

10. Claim 38 is allowed. The use of the word "having" in claim 38 has been interpreted 
herein and throughout the prosecution of this application to mean that the oligonucleotides 
recited have the sequences as recited with no additional flanking sequences. Thus, these 
sequences are free of the prior art. 



Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gary Jones who can be reached on (703) 308-1 152. The fax 
phone numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 
308-4242 and (703) 305-3014. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0196. 



October 3, 2002 




